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Abstract    
 
Despite the intensive efforts to measure and predict the effects of group diversity on performance, research has presented a 
diversity paradox suggesting coexisting and conflicting effects of diversity. In explaining the paradox, scholars have reached a 
consensus that diversity may impact on performance indirectly via group processes building up a three-way relationship, 
diversity, conflict and performance, which has been described as a diversity-conflict-performance paradigm. Whereas the 
diversity-conflict-performance paradigm may provide a promising explanation to the diversity paradox, the results of research 
examining this paradigm have been mixed. Therefore, the specific effects of diversity are still difficult to predict. Following a 
stream of theoretical argument suggesting that contextual factors may affect whether diversity differences are noticed and how 
people react to these, this paper examines the question of whether research contexts could possibly moderate the 
diversity-conflict-performance paradigm and how the moderation works. By doing so, this discussion offers a means of 
dissecting the current diversity paradox.  
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1. Introduction1 
As a result of the diverse labor market and 
internationalized global economy, workplaces have 
become increasingly heterogeneous. In order to 
understand and therefore manage the dynamics of 
diversity, researchers have intensively explored the 
impact of diversity, at the group level in particular. 
However, the research results have presented a 
diversity paradox suggesting coexisting and 
conflicting effects of diversity (Jackson, Joshi & 
Erhardt 2003, Mannix, Neale 2005, Milliken, 
Martins 1996). In explaining the paradox, scholars 
have reached a consensus that diversity may impact 
on performance indirectly via group processes 
building up a three-way relationship (Lawrence 
1997). In particular, researchers have paid growing 
attention on a three-way relationship among diversity, 
conflict and performance, which has been described 
as a “diversity-conflict-performance 
paradigm”(Kulik 2004). 
Whereas the diversity-conflict-performance 
paradigm may provide a promising explanation to 
the diversity paradox (Qin 2007), the results of 
research examining this paradigm have been mixed 
(Jehn, Chadwick & Thatcher 1997, Pelled, Xin & 
Eisenhardt 1999). According to current theoretical 
arguments and empirical findings, the specific effects 
of diversity are still difficult to predict. However, 
given the fact that the same dimension of diversity 
produced different effects at different contexts, it 
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seems that there may be processes that affect the 
impact of diversity (Randel 2002) requiring for 
careful considerations of the moderators when trying 
to disentangle the diversity paradox.  
Specifically, it has been suggested that 
moderators such as contextual factors, “social 
worlds” that an individual belongs to (Riordan 2000), 
may affect whether diversity differences are noticed 
and how people react to these (Mannix, Neale 2005, 
Milliken, Martins 1996, Spataro 2005).  Yet, the 
same demographic characteristics might yield 
different work-related attitudes/behaviours in 
different research contexts. Following this stream of 
theoretical argument, it seems highly necessary to 
examine the question of whether research contexts 
could possibly moderate the 
diversity-conflict-performance paradigm. 
This paper aims to examine the question and, if 
so, how the moderation works. To identify the 
complexity of research context, this paper develops a 
multilevel model, which will service a guide for the 
discussion. In doing so, this discussion might 
hopefully produce a means of dissecting the current 
diversity paradox.  
In this discussion, diversity will be referred as 
the distribution of any attribute that people use to tell 
themselves that another person is different (Williams, 
O'Reilly 1998). Despite infinite attributes that 
diversity can be referred to, the most commonly 
researched attributes are age, gender, race, functional 
background, education, and tenure (Christian, Porter 
& Moffitt 2006). The most important difference 
among these attributes is that age, gender and race 
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are more visible and relationship-related while 
functional background, education and tenure are 
underlying attributes and more task-related (Mannix, 
Neale 2005, van Knippenberg, De Dreu & Homan 
2004). In this discussion, the former is referred as 
social diversity, while the latter information diversity.  
2. What is a moderating variable? 
Moderating variables are third variables that 
affect the direction and/or strength of the relation 
between an independent or predictor variable and a 
dependent or criterion variable (Baron, Kenny 1986). 
According to their functions on the relationship of 
concern, moderating variables have at least two types 
including amplifiers that strengthen the relationship 
between variables and suppressors that weaken the 
relationship between variables (Jehn, Bendersky 
2003). Although some researchers have used the 
terms moderator and mediator interchangeably, 
moderators will be distinguished from mediators in 
this discussion, which are third variable accounting 
for the relationship between independent variables 
and dependent variables (Baron, Kenny 1986).  
Moderator variables are important, because 
specific research factors (e.g. context information) 
are often assumed to reduce or enhance the influence 
that specific independent variables have on specific 
responses in question (the dependent variable) 
(Baron, Kenny 1986). In the diversity research, 
contexts have been suggested as a moderator of the 
effects of diversity (Williams, O'Reilly 1998). 
However, contexts, being a moderator, are a critical 
but understudied variable (Mannix, Neale 2005, 
Milliken, Martins 1996).  
3. A Multilevel Model of Research Contextual 
Moderation  
In the diversity research, ‘contexts’ is a catch-all 
term and has been referred to as any contingency that 
might shape the contours of the phenomena under 
investigation including culture, task characteristics, 
strategic context, temporal context and so forth 
(Jackson, Joshi & Erhardt 2003). Given that context 
is a multilevel construct that encompasses 
innumerable specific elements (Jackson, Joshi 2004), 
the current discussion may benefit from a heuristic 
guide that identifies the complexity of research 
context as a conceptual construct. Inspired by a 
multi-level framework for understanding the 
dynamics of diversity (Jackson, Joshi & Erhardt 
2003, Jackson, May & Whitney 1995), this paper 
develops a multilevel model of research contextual 
moderation (Figure 1).  
As shown in the figure 1, the mechanism of the 
diversity-conflict-performance paradigm is 
moderated by research contexts at multi-levels 
including interpersonal, group, organizational, and 
societal levels. The discussion will begin at the 
societal level and end in the interpersonal level. 
Specifically, the moderation role of research context 
may also be examined with respect to the 
relationship between diversity and conflict (D-C) and 
the relationship between conflict and performance 
(C-P). 
4. Research Contexts at the Social Level  
Although societal contexts might have less 
significant impact on groups compared to 
organizations as a whole, they have been investigated 
as moderators on the effects of diversity. For instance, 
the degree of diversity present in sales districts was 
hypothetically to moderate the effects of diversity 
although it is not empirically supported (Jackson,  
 
Contexts at societal level 
e.g. community characteristics and social culture 
Contexts at organizational level  
e.g. organizational culture and the climate of diversity and conflict 
Contexts at group level  
e.g. group norms, and the nature of groups and tasks  
Contexts at interpersonal level 
e.g. dyadic relationship and interactions 
 
Diversity-Conflict-Performance Paradigm 
    Figure 1. A Multilevel Model of Research Contextual Moderation 
       Sources: (Jackson, Joshi & Erhardt 2003, Jackson, May & Whitney 1995) 
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Joshi 2004). In addition, demographic differences 
seem to matter differently in different cultures, for 
example, Japanese (Milliken, Martins 1996) and 
Chinese (Nibler, Harris 2003). Furthermore, it has  
been suggested that Caucasians’ diversity 
experiences in their communities will moderate their 
negative reactions to racial and ethnic diversity in 
organizations (Brief et al. 2005). The influence of 
culture and experiences on people’s behaviours is 
understandable because people’s behaviours are 
contingent upon and constructed out of interaction 
between human beings and their world (Crotty 1998). 
However, discussion of societal contexts is generally 
beyond the scope of group diversity literature 
(Jackson, Joshi & Erhardt 2003, Jackson, Joshi 2004, 
Jackson, Ruderman 1995).  
5. Research Contexts at Organizational Level  
At this level of context, this paper will examine 
one potential moderator: organizational culture. In 
particular, organisational norms and organisational 
climate will be discussed.  
Organizational Culture  
As the social context of groups at the 
organizational sittings, organizational culture has 
been traditionally examined as the moderating 
variable of group dynamics. Despite organizational 
culture may have been conceptually constructed 
differently in different research, it has been generally 
treated as a construct that represents the essence of 
organizational differences (Kokt 2003) in terms of 
core values, behavioral norms, artifacts, and 
behavioral patterns. In general, it serves as a 
foundation for the organization’s management 
system, as well as the set of management practices 
and behaviour that both exemplify and reinforce 
those principles (Chatman, Spataro 2005, Spataro 
2005). Since organizational culture may render 
members of a group to be more or less tolerant 
towards discussions and different opinions that may 
arise within the group (Guerra et al. 2005), it has 
been treated as a potential moderator on effects of 
diversity. 
Whereas organizational culture refers to as the 
broader pattern and nature of beliefs and values, it is 
a construct that encompasses many elements 
depending on their significance of concern to the 
researcher (Chatman, Spataro 2005, Spataro 2005). 
Organizational norms of individualism/collectivism 
and organizational climate are two common aspects 
of organizational culture.  
Organizational Norms 
Organizational norms of individualism and 
collectivism have been reported to be one of the most 
heavily researched areas of organizational culture. 
Organizational culture that emphasizes individualism 
encourages employees to pursue individual goals and 
objectives while offering rewards based on 
individual achievement; conversely, collectivistic 
cultures focus on shared objectives and cooperation 
(Chatman et al. 1998  258). Employees in 
collectivistic organizations are more likely to adjust 
their own behaviour when differences in co-workers’ 
behaviour are noted (McMillan-Capehart 2005). 
Specifically, it has also been suggested that 
individualistic culture may positively moderate (i.e. 
amplifying moderation) the relationship between 
diversity and conflict while collectivistic culture may 
negatively moderate (i.e. suppressing moderation) 
the relationship between diversity and conflict 
(Spataro 2005). This proposition seems quite 
reasonable since people in collectivistic culture are 
more likely to adjust their behaviours when dealing 
with dissimilar others. However, there is no 
empirical research examining the argument. 
Organizational Climate 
Organizational climate is another aspect of 
organizational culture locating at both organizational 
and group levels. For the purpose of this discussion, 
all level of climate will be discussed at this section.  
With respect to diversity, climate refers to as an 
individual’s perceptions of the organization’s 
attention to diversity issues, as reflected through HR 
policies and procedures and general attitudes toward 
the value of a diverse workforce for organization 
effectiveness (Hobman, Bordia & Gallois 2004). In a 
positive diversity climate it is suggested that group 
members value and respect the views of the 
dissimilar others, seek out and enjoy interacting with 
a wide variety of individuals, and work productively 
in those relationships (Hobman, Bordia & Gallois 
2004). Although focusing on different organizational 
levels, climate is similar to two other concepts: group 
openness and diversity perspective. Group openness 
is defined as the propensity of a group to tolerate, 
encourage, and engage in open, frank expressions of 
views indicating the propensity of groups to share 
information (Amason et al. 1995). As shown in the 
definitions, there is great similarity between the two 
conceptual constructs. In this discussion, openness to 
diversity will be treated as a measure of diversity 
climate. In particular, as a measure, openness will 
have two basic functions with respect to diversity 
and conflict: openness to diversity and openness to 
conflict. 
Openness to diversity is proposed to facilitate 
open communication and a higher level of 
integration within groups; in contrast, groups with 
low openness to diversity may fail to regard and 
effectively utilize the diversity available and express 
negative biases associated with social categorization 
(Hobman, Bordia & Gallois 2004). Therefore, 
openness to diversity is likely to reduce the strength 
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of relationship between diversity and conflict.   
Open to conflict has been suggested as an 
amplifying moderator on the relationship between 
conflict and performance because accepting conflict 
norms may encourage both task and relationship 
conflict (Jehn, Bendersky 2003). In particular, group 
openness to conflict was proposed to amplify the 
strength of relationship between conflict and 
performance. However, it has been found that group 
openness amplified the positive effects of task 
conflict but it was not found that amplifying impact 
on negative effects of relationship conflict (Jehn 
1995). 
6. Research Contexts at Group Level 
This paper is going to examine three classes of 
potential moderators at this level of context: group 
norms, properties of groups, task characteristics.  
Group Norms  
Group norms are standards that regulate 
behaviours among group members (Jehn 1995). They 
are a natural product of group development. In 
particular, once a group develops a clearly defined 
goal, group norms encouraging goal-facilitative 
actions and discouraging inhibitory behaviours will 
automatically emerge (Brown 2000). Apart from 
openness to conflict and diversity, which have been 
treated by some scholars as group norms, there is 
another construct that has been treated as a group 
norm: group mutuality. Group mutuality can be 
defined as the extent to which group members 
believe that they mutually accountable and 
responsible and will share in the consequences of 
their decisions and it captures the extent to which 
diverse members of a group feel joint responsibility 
and share goals (Amason et al. 1995). It would be 
expected that group mutuality amplifies the 
relationship between conflict and performance.  
Properties of Groups 
Group size, group types, group longevity, and 
group interdependence are four commonly addressed 
group properties. However, given its close relation to 
tasks, interdependence will be analyzed in the task 
related section. Only one aspect of group 
interdependence will be discussed: goal 
interdependence.  
Sizes of Groups 
The size of a group represents its structural and 
compositional context implying the resources 
available in the group (Amason et al. 1995). The size 
of a group can be defined as the number of members 
(Smith et al. 1994). In the group dynamics literature, 
it has been suggested that a larger the group, the 
greater information availability a group will have at 
its disposal (Yap, Chai & Lemaire 2005) suggesting 
that group sizes will strengthen the positive effects of 
diversity on performance such as innovation. 
 However, it has also been argued that groups 
may also suffer problems from increased sizes 
related to control and coordination, which damages 
performance (Jackson et al. 1991, Smith et al. 1994). 
In addition, as group sizes increase, people are less 
likely to help others as the number of other people 
present increases because such presence provides an 
individual with more chances to diffuse 
responsibility (Pelled, Cummings & Kizilos 2000). 
Accordingly, additional members, particularly 
diverse members, can complicate the amount of 
simple interactions resulting in communication 
problems in larger groups and suggesting a great 
potential of conflict (Horwitz 2005). Therefore, it is 
likely that as the group size grows, the relationship 
between diverse and conflict increases. 
Group Types 
With respect to their members, tasks, and tools, 
groups have been classified into different types such 
as work teams/production teams, project teams, 
parallel teams, action/involvement teams, 
management teams, and top management teams 
(TMTs)(Horwitz 2005, 2001, p. 6). However, given 
the potential overlaps among those 
conceptualizations of group types (e.g. management 
teams and TMTs), groups will be categorized into 
three types in this discussion (Horwitz 2005): work 
teams, projects teams, and management teams.  
According to Horwitz (2005), work teams 
perform day-to-day functions of organizations and 
these teams are generally continuing with stable and 
well-defined memberships and roles; project teams 
generally perform single-event tasks within a 
specified time frame such as developing a new 
product/service or implementing a new technology 
and tasks performed by project teams involve 
substantial application of knowledge and judgment, 
hence, employing individuals from diverse 
functional units to capitalize on their specialized 
expertise; management teams coordinate and give 
directions to subunits under their responsibilities and 
consist mainly of upper-level managers from various 
functional units and are responsible for overall 
performance of their respective business units. One 
particular management team, TMT directs a firm’s 
strategies movements and share responsibilities for 
the success of organizations (Horwitz 2005).  
There is a fundamental assumption in the 
diversity literature that members of management 
teams, in particular TMT and project teams, for 
example, are more likely to be informational 
heterogeneous (i.e. diversity in highly job-related 
attributes such as functional and educational 
background), but less likely to be socially 
heterogeneous (i.e. diversity in less job-related 
attributes such as race and gender); in contrast, the 
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production teams are more likely to exhibit 
heterogeneity on less job-related attributes and less 
likely to demonstrate heterogeneity on highly 
job-related attributes (Horwitz 2005, 2001). Thus, it 
has been suggested the relationship between social 
diversity and cohesion indicating a low level of 
relationship conflict may stronger for production 
teams because heterogeneity on these attributes is 
likely to be greater in these types of teams (Webber, 
Donahue 2001). In relation to the relationship 
between diversity and task conflict, the impact will 
be stronger in groups at higher organizational levels 
than groups at lower ones because of the higher 
levels of informational diversity (Van Der Vegt, Van 
De Vliert & Oosterhof 2003). However, there is no 
empirical evidence supporting both arguments. 
Group Longevity 
Group longevity can be referred as the length of 
time group members have spent working together 
(Pelled 1996, Pelled, Xin & Eisenhardt 1999). 
Empirically, effects of diversity on outcomes 
including group processes such as conflict have been 
found to converge over time. For example, after a 
period of time, group members may become familiar 
with the different perspectives in diverse groups and 
therefore begin to share each other’s perspectives 
(Harrison et al. 2002, Schippers et al. 2003). In this 
way, group longevity may diminish the relationship 
between information diversity and task conflict. 
Similarly, socially diversified teams (e.g., diversity 
in race, age, or gender) worked closer and negative 
effects of social diversity decreased as time passes by 
(Knouse, Dansby 1999, Pelled, Xin & Eisenhardt 
1999). Therefore, group longevity may weaken the 
relationship between social diversity and relationship 
conflict.  
Group longevity has been found to moderate 
the relationship between conflict and performance. A 
number of studies have examined the moderating 
role of longevity from different perspectives. From 
the perspective of crossover development between 
two sub-types of conflict over time, Pelled et al. 
(1999) argued that task and relationship conflict may 
influence each other resulting in crossover 
development. In particular, relationship conflict may 
induce task-related attacks while too much task 
conflict intension is more likely to cause relationship 
conflict.  
From the process of social categorization, 
Chatman and Flynn (2001) provided a more dynamic 
explanation of the moderation role of time in which 
how people’s attention to a specific characteristic in 
a given situation may change over time. Firstly, 
demographically different team members may be 
hesitant to cooperate with one another because they 
categorize each other as out-group members. 
However, if the salience of demographic 
characteristics dissipates over time and 
demographically dissimilar group members begin to 
re-categorize themselves as fellow in-group members, 
they may be more inclined to cooperate with one 
another. This is because the increased familiarity 
tends to result in beneficial information sharing, 
improved conflict resolution, and better task 
performance and because collaborating or getting 
together frequently to perform tasks can reduce the 
impact of demographic differences (Harrison et al. 
2002, Jehn, Mannix 2001, Chatman, Flynn 2001). In 
recent research, the predictions above have been 
partially supported indicating that early relationship 
conflict was more likely to bleed over into later task 
conflict than the reverse (Henley, Price 2004).  
Goal Interdependence 
Goal interdependence is defined as the extent to 
which a team member believes that other team 
members’ goal attainment facilitates movement 
towards his or her own goals (Van Der Vegt, Janssen 
2001). It is similarly to the concept of 
interdependence of fate (Brown 2000). Goal 
interdependence is an important construct in that 
how people behave in group sittings (competitively 
or cooperatively) towards each other may depend on 
whether they perceive their interests prevailing over 
collective interests (Van Der Vegt, Van De Vliert & 
Oosterhof 2003). With respect to the effect of 
diversity, it has been suggested that when group 
members share common goals and values, cultural 
diversity leads to more beneficial outcomes (Ely, 
Thomas 2001). Similarly, it has been suggested that 
conflict benefits subject to whether group members 
perceive positive or negative goal interdependence 
(Janssen, Van De Vliert & Veenstra 1999). In 
particular, under low goal interdependence, it is 
difficult for individuals to predict whether fellow 
team members will cooperate or not (Van Der Vegt, 
Van De Vliert & Oosterhof 2003) suggesting that 
group members pursue their personal interests with 
low potential for conflict.  
Task Characteristics 
As the nature of task has been suggested to 
affect individuals’ experiences of their work (Loher 
et al. 1985) and group outcomes including both 
processes and performance (Bhadury, Mighty 2000, 
Martin 2006), the moderation role of task 
characteristics is quite established in the diversity 
literature (Jehn, Northcraft & Neale 1999, Pelled, 
Xin & Eisenhardt 1999). In general, task 
characteristics can be referred to the nature of job 
including both component and structural properties.  
There are a number of widely known job 
characteristic in the literature including skill variety, 
autonomy, task identity, feedback, dealing with 
others, friendship opportunities, task significance, 
task interdependence, and task routineness 
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(Hackman, Oldham 1975, Kulik, Oldham & Langner 
1988, Sims Jr., Szilagyi & Keller 1976). However, 
given the great similarities among those constructs, 
most diversity studies have focused on task 
interdependence and task routineness (Jehn, 
Northcraft & Neale 1999, Kankanhalli, Tan & 
kwok-kee Wei 2007, Pelled 1996, Pelled, Xin & 
Eisenhardt 1999).  
Task Interdependence 
Although this conceptual construct is similar to 
group interdependence (Brown 2000), task 
interdependence is treated here as a character of task 
since it is more likely to use to distinguish tasks 
rather groups. It has recently been termed as 
perceived task interdependence referring to as the 
extent to which an individual group member believes 
that he or she depends on other members of a group 
for being able to carry out his or her job (Van der 
Vegt, Janssen 2003).  
Whereas the degree of interdependence in work 
groups may stem from several sources including role 
differentiation, the distribution of skills and 
resources, and the manner in which goals are defined 
and pursued (Van der Vegt, Janssen 2003), task 
interdependence has been generally found to increase 
interpersonal communication, cooperation and 
information sharing among members in socially 
diverse groups (Peltokorpi 2006). Although task 
interdependence has been argued to have direct 
effects on group-related outcomes, it is generally 
seen as a contingency variable, exacerbating or 
attenuating the effects of other factors on outcomes 
(Duffy, Shaw & Stark 2000) 
With respect to the relationship between 
diversity and conflict, task interdependence has been 
suggested as an amplifying moderator. It increases 
the amount and intensity of interaction among group 
members allowing more opportunity for conflict to 
occur and affect the group and its members (Jehn 
1995). In the meantime, task interdependence has 
been suggested to diminish stereotyping and create a 
collective identity (Van Der Vegt, Van De Vliert & 
Oosterhof 2003). In particular, group members 
performing a high interdependent task must 
frequently communicate and interact with other 
group members, which enable this person to utilize 
the diverse opinions and ideas resulting from 
diversity (Van Der Vegt, Janssen 2001). As a result, 
task interdependence strengths the relationship 
between diversity and conflict. Empirically, it has 
been found that the effects of information diversity 
were stronger in task interdependent groups than in 
task independent groups (Jehn, Northcraft & Neale 
1999).  
In relation to the relationship between conflict 
and performance, task interdependence has been 
suggested as an amplifying moderator. That said, the 
relationship between conflict and performance 
becomes stronger when task interdependence is 
greater (Kankanhalli, Tan & kwok-kee Wei 2007). 
This argument has empirical support: the effect of 
relationship conflict was generally greater in highly 
interdependent groups (Jehn 1995).  
Task Routineness 
According to the dimension of task routineness, 
tasks can be categorized into routine tasks and 
nonroutine tasks. In general, routine tasks have a low 
level of task variability and are done the same way 
each time, with predictable results (1999); In contrast, 
nonroutine tasks require problem solving, have few 
set procedures, and have a high degree of uncertainty 
(Schruijer, Vansina 1997).  
With respect to the relationship between 
diversity and conflict, it has been suggested that 
routineness is likely to be an amplifying moderator 
(Schruijer, Vansina 1997). In particular, if the task is 
routine, group members can use standard operating 
procedures, and discussion of work methods is not 
necessary (Horwitz 2005) suggesting that routine 
tasks create less frustration to dissimilar others than 
complex tasks. Thus, the lower routneness a task 
presents, the smaller the relationship between 
diversity and conflict. Empirically, it has been found 
that job routineness reduced the positive association 
between diversity and relationship conflict (Pelled, 
Xin & Eisenhardt 1999). However, in the same study, 
routineness was found to enhance the positive 
association between diversity and task conflict 
because group members performing routine tasks 
might seek task debates with dissimilar others to 
make their work more interesting (Pelled, Xin & 
Eisenhardt 1999). 
In relation to the relationship between conflict 
and performance, it has been suggested that task 
routineness is both an suppressing and amplifying 
moderator (Jehn 1995, Jehn, Bendersky 2003). In 
particular, task routineness may inhibit the 
relationship between relationship conflict and group 
performance because conflicts are a welcome relief 
to the boredom of the routine tasks.  Jehn and 
Bendersky explained that members having relieved 
their relationship problems can go back to their tasks 
with renewed energy focusing after the petty fighting 
(2003). With respect to task conflict, it was argued 
that the relationship between task conflict and 
performance will be stronger in nonroutine tasks than 
in routine ones because nonroutine tasks require 
problem solving and have a high degree of 
uncertainty inducing a greater potential of conflict 
among dissimilar group members (2003). There is 
empirical evidence supporting this argument. For 
example, task conflicts was found to have the most 
positive effects in the complex tasks (De Dreu, 
Weingart 2003).  
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7. Research Contexts at the Interpersonal Level  
Contexts at this level are related to either dyadic 
or interpersonal relationships. There are a number of 
constructs that have been proposed to moderate the 
paradigm. From the relationship between group 
leader and group members, it was suggested that the 
effects of diversity may be more favorable if group 
leaders and members are able to use team members’ 
creativity and information and to deal with 
communication problems (Kochan et al. 2003). It has 
also been found that supervisors facilitation defined 
as supervisors’ functioning meetings with their 
subordinates can diminish the effects of diversity on 
relationship conflict while enhance the effects of 
diversity on task conflict (Pelled, Xin & Weiss 
2001).   
In addition, individuals’ conflict management 
styles have been found to moderate the effects of 
conflict. In particular, accommodation significantly 
and positively moderates the effects of relationship 
conflict on satisfaction while negatively moderate 
the effects of task conflict on satisfaction; 
Collaboration significantly and negatively moderate 
the effects of relationship conflict although this 
moderation role diminished with higher levels of 
relationship conflict, The moderation of 
confrontation has also been found but more complex 
depending on the combination of different types of 
conflicts(Bradford, Stringfellow & Weitz 2004).  
8. Conclusion 
In order to explain the current diversity paradox 
suggested by the conflicting research results, this 
paper examined whether research contexts have 
moderated the diversity-conflict-performance 
paradigm. In particular, using a heuristic guide, this 
paper discussed the moderation roles of research 
contexts at multi-levels including interpersonal, 
group, organizational, and societal levels. From the 
discussion, this paper concludes that the 
diversity-conflict-performance paradigm can be 
moderated by a number of research contextual 
factors, which locate at different levels including the 
societal level, the organisational level, the group 
level and the individual level.  
This discussion may be helpful to researchers 
and practitioners. To researchers, this paper argues 
for inclusions of context factors in new theoretical 
frameworks or models that predict effects of 
diversity. As a result, this paper offers a potential 
means of dissecting the current diversity paradox. To 
practitioners, this paper suggests some strategies to 
manage diversity. For example, this discussion 
produces some evidences supporting staff trainings 
to create a positive diversity climate because a 
positive diversity climate facilitates interactions 
among diverse individuals (Hobman, Bordia & 
Gallois 2004). 
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